Exhibit H in this proceeding is a ,'copy of one of the
sheets in respondent's payroll records.' Exhibit H pertains to
complainant, but it shows the characteristics which are common
for all of respondent's payroll records,.  The caption at the
top of the first column in Exhibit H reads "Week Ending".  The
hours worked on each of the 7 days of a given week are shown
to the right of the column headed "Week Ending".  The dates
used in all of the attached appendices,; except in Appendix G,
are the dates shown in the column headed "Week Ending".  The
first two columns of Appendix G were prepared by respondent's
bookkeeper and Appendix G shows in the second column the exact
date in a given week when a person was hired.  If one will
examine the first name, "Boyd Keith", in Appendix G with Boyd
Keith's name in Appendix A, he will find that I show Boyd Keith
in Appendix A as having been hired on 8/29/81, whereas respond-
ent's bookkeeper shows in Appendix G that Boyd Keith was hired
on 8/24/81.  In other words, the facts given in my appendices
are based on end-of-the-week dates, instead of exact dates.
For purposes of determining the time when complainant would
have been laid off for economic reasons, had he continued to
work for respondent, there is no need to make a finding which
is so precise that it would make any difference whether an em-
ployee was hired on a Monday or a Friday or was discharged on
a Wednesday instead of a Friday,  Of course, that would not be
true for computing back pay because a difference or mistake of
even 1 day would cost respondent approximately $60.  Since
Exhibit H is a copy of the payroll record used to pay complain-
ant, there is no lack of precise data for determining the
amount of back pay which is due to complainant.

Of the six persons, other than complainant, who either
quit or were laid off in 1979, no two persons were laid off on
the same day and only two persons were laid off in the same
month, so there is no pattern to show that a general lay off
occurred at all in 1979.  Seven employees, excluding complain-
ant, were hired on or after May 12, 1979, the date on which
Moses was hired.  Therefore, the work force remained very
stable in 1979,

Of the 17 persons who either quit or were laid off in
1980, 3 left in January, 3 left in February, one left in March,
3 left in April, none left in May, 2 left in June, none left
in July, 1 left in August, 1 left in September, none left in
October, 2 left in November, and 1 left in December.  Those
figures show that there was no general lay off at any time in
1980.  Moreover, since respondent hired 28 employees in 1980
and lost only 17 employees, the work force increased by 11
persons during 1980. Consequently, there is no evidence to
show that Moses would have been laid off in 1980 because of
an overall,down turn in respondent's business.
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